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• Hon. Assistant Commissioner for Patents 

Mail Stop Amendment 
, PO Box 14 50 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Greetings; 

Please find enclosed the Response to the Office Action of the above referenced 
Examiner mailed 06/16/2005. As the period allowed for response was three 
months from the date of mailing, this response is timely. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours; 




Gene R. Woodle 
Reg. No. 36,973 




In re Application of 

William Hein, et al. 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



App. Number: 10/688,584 
Filed: 10/17/2003 
For: Microwave Drier 



Date: September 6, 2005 
Group Art Number: 3742 
Examiner: Philip Leung 



RESPONSE 



Hon. Assistant Commissioner for Patents 
Mail Stop Amendment 
PO Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Greetings: 

The following is in response to the communication from the Examiner dated 06/12/2005 
and mailed 06/16/2005, in which claims 1-6, 8 and 9 (which is all of the remaining claims) of the 
above application were rejected by the Examiner under 35 USC Section 103(a). 



1. Rejection of claims 1 and 2 - 35 USC Section 103(a) 

The Examiner rejects claims 1 and 2 under Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chauffoureaux (US 4,003,554) and Wear et al. (US 4,640,020). 

Section 103(a) rejections have been examined in cases such as Pentec, Inc. v. Graphic 
Controls Corp., 766 F.2d 309, 227 USPQ 766 (CAFC 1985); In re Find, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (CAFC 1988); and W.L. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 
220 USPQ 303 (CAFC 1983), cert, denied, 469 US 851 (1984). These cases indicate that section 
103 rejections must be determined by looking at the problem from the point of view of the 
inventor at the time of the invention and may not be based upon hindsight with the invention 
reconstructed based upon the a blueprint supplied by the applicant's claims. As indicated by the 
court in Interconnect Planning Corp. v. Feil, 11 A F.2d 1 132, 227 USPQ 543, 551 (CAFC 1985) 
there must be some objective reason for making a combination of prior art references other than 
hindsight obtained from the invention itself. 
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